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REMARKS 

Applicants have carefully reviewed the Advisory Action mailed February 17, 201 1 and 
the Final Office Action mailed October 29, 2010 (hereinafter "Final Office Action"), and offer 
the following remarks to accompany the above amendments. This amendment is filed in 
conjunction with a Request for Continued Examination. 

Status of the Claims 
Claims 1-5, 8-24, and 27 were previously pending. Claims 6, 7, 25, and 26 were 
previously cancelled. Claims 1,15, and 27 have been amended as discussed in greater detail 
herein. Claims 5, 9, 13, 14, 16, 20-22, and 24 have been amended to correct antecedent basis or 
for other informalities. No new matter has been added. Accordingly, claims 1-5, 8-24, and 27 
are pending. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) - Garahi, Csapo, and Wirbel 
Claims 1-5, 8-24, and 27 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2003/0091010 Al to Garahi et al. (hereinafter 
"Garahi") in view of U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2004/0253984 Al to Csapo et al. 
(hereinafter "Csapo"), and further in view of "IEEE 802.16 Spec Could Disrupt Wireless 
Landscape" by Loring Wirbel and Patrick Mannion (hereinafter "Wirbel"). Applicants 
respectfully traverse. When determining whether a claim is obvious, an Examiner must make "a 
searching comparison of the claimed invention — including all its limitations — with the teaching 
of the prior art." In re Ochiai, 71 F.3d 1565, 1572 (Fed. Cir. 1995) (emphasis added). Thus, 
"obviousness requires a suggestion of all limitations in a claim." CFMT, Inc. v. Yieldup Intern. 
Corp., 349 F.3d 1333, 1342 (Fed. Cir. 2003) (citing In re Royka, 490 F.2d 981, 985 (CCPA 
1974)). Moreover, as the Supreme Court recently stated, "there must be some articulated 
reasoning with some rational underpinning to support the legal conclusion of obviousness." KSR 
Int'l Co. v. Tele/lex, Inc., 550 U.S. 398, 418, 82 U.S.P.Q.2d (BNA) 1385, 1396 (2007) (quoting 
In re Kahn, 441 F.3d 977, 988 (Fed. Cir. 2006) (emphasis added)). 

Applicants' embodiment, as recited in amended claim 1, relates to a mobile inter-mesh 
communication point that includes a first wireless mesh network port that serves as a destination 
point in a first level ad-hoc wireless mesh network for subscriber traffic prior to offloading 
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messages as backhaul traffic onto a wireless backhaul network. The communication point also 
includes a second wireless mesh network port that serves as a backhaul relay point which can 
send the backhaul traffic either directly off the wireless backhaul network, or can send the 
backhaul traffic to another backhaul relay point for transmission off the wireless backhaul 
network. The first wireless mesh network port operates using an 802.1 lx standard and the 
second wireless mesh network traffic operates using an 802. 16x standard. None of the 
references cited by the Patent Office teaches or suggests such a communication point. 

Garahi discloses the use of mobile access points capable of relaying traffic from 
subscribers toward a fixed access point that is coupled to a wired backhaul network (Garahi, 
Figure 6 and paragraph 0039). Garahi discloses that the fixed access points are wired, and are; 
not "adapted to either send the backhaul traffic onto the second level ad-hoc wireless mesh 
network for transmission off the second level ad-hoc wireless mesh network by another backhaul 
relay point, or to send the backhaul traffic directly off the second level ad-hoc wireless mesh 
network," as recited in Applicants' amended claim 1 . Moreover, the Patent Office concedes that 
Garahi fails to disclose the use of a communications point that utilizes two different wireless 
standards for different purposes (Final Office Action, pages 3-4). 

The Patent Office refers to Csapo as disclosing first and second wireless mesh network 
ports (Final Office Action, page 4). Applicants disagree and note that Csapo fails to disclose the 
use of mesh networking in any context. Rather, Csapo discloses the use of point-to-point 
communications, and particularly focuses on an access point that can operate using a first 
wireless air interface to communicate with mobile stations, and a second wireless interface to 
communicate with base stations (Csapo, paragraphs 0035-0037). Moreover, Csapo fails to teach 
or suggest that the access points are "adapted to either send the backhaul traffic onto the second 
level ad-hoc wireless mesh network for transmission off the second level ad-hoc wireless mesh 
network by another backhaul relay point, or to send the backhaul traffic directly off the second 
level ad-hoc wireless mesh network," as recited in Applicants' amended claim 1 . 

Wirbel discloses the use of 802.16 as a backhaul technology, but fails to disclose the use 
of 802.16 in a "mesh network," as recited in Applicants' amended claim 1, nor does Wirbel 
disclose a network port that is "adapted to either send the backhaul traffic onto the second level 
ad-hoc wireless mesh network for transmission off the second level ad-hoc wireless mesh 
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network by another backhaul relay point, or to send the backhaul traffic directly off the second 
level ad-hoc wireless mesh network," as recited in Applicants' amended claim 1 . 

For at least the foregoing reasons, Applicants submit that claim 1 is allowable over the 
cited references. Claims 15 and 27 contain substantially similar limitations to those discussed 
herein with regard to claim 1, and should therefore be allowable for at least the same reasons. 

Claims 2-5 and 8-14 depend directly or indirectly from claim 1, and should therefore be 
allowable as depending from an allowable independent claim. Claims 16-24 depend directly or 
indirectly from claim 15, and should therefore be allowable as depending from an allowable 
independent claim. 

Conclusion 

The present application is now in condition for allowance and such action is respectfully 
requested. The Examiner is encouraged to contact Applicants' representative regarding any 
remaining issues in an effort to expedite allowance and issuance of the present application. 



Respectfully submitted, 

WITHROW & TERRANOVA, P.L.L.C. 



By: 




Eric P. Jensen 

Registration No. 37,647 

100 Regency Forest Drive, Suite 160 

Cary, NC 27518 
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